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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. RES. 78, PERMITTING DEL-
EGATES AND THE RESIDENT
COMMISSIONER TO CAST VOTES
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE
WHOLE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 86 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 86

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the resolution (H. Res. 78) amend-
ing the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives to permit Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to the Congress to cast votes
in the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union. The resolution shall be
considered as read. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the resolu-
tion and on any amendment thereto to final
adoption without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1)
one hour of debate on the resolution equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Rules; (2) the amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution, if offered by Rep-
resentative Kirk of Illinois or his designee,
which shall be in order without intervention
of any point of order or demand for division
of the question, shall be considered as read,
and shall be separately debatable for 20 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent; and (3) one mo-
tion to recommit which may not contain in-
structions.

SEC. 2. During consideration of H. Res. 78
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding
the operation of the previous question, the
Chair may postpone further consideration of
the bill to a time designated by the Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield to
my friend from California, the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Rules, Mr. DREIER, 30 min-
utes; pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume. And during
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purposes of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us pro-
vides 1 hour of general debate in the
House equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority
member on the Committee on Rules.
The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the resolution
and provides that the resolution shall
be considered as read. The rule makes
in order the amendment printed in the
Rules report accompanying this resolu-
tion, if offered by Representative KIRK
of Illinois or his designee. The amend-
ment shall be considered as read, shall
be debatable for 20 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for a division of the
question. The rule also waives all
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points of order against consideration of
the amendment printed in the report,
and contains one motion to recommit,
which may not contain instructions.
Finally, the rule provides that, not-
withstanding the operation of the pre-
vious question, the Chair may postpone
further consideration of the bill to a
time designated by the Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, let me clearly state
that there is no obligation for any
Member to offer the amendment. The
rule simply allows Mr. KIRK or his des-
ignee the option of offering this
amendment if they choose to do so.

Also, Mr. Speaker, the Republicans
were given the option to offer a sub-
stitute, and they declined.

This resolution will amend the House
rules and allow the five Delegates who
were elected to the House of Represent-
atives to vote in the Committee of the
Whole.

The Committee of the Whole is com-
prised of all Members of the House of
Representatives, and is a procedural
forum in which the House considers de-
bates and votes on amendments to
most of the legislation reported out of
committee. After consideration of
amendments in the Committee of the
Whole, legislation is reported to the
floor of the House for final consider-
ation.

As we all know, Mr. Speaker, Dele-
gates and Resident Commissioner have
the same powers, rights and respon-
sibilities as full Members of the House,
with some exceptions. They cannot
vote on the floor in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole, they cannot
offer a motion to reconsider, and they
are not counted for quorum purposes.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides
certain protections that have been
ruled constitutional by Federal courts.
Specifically, no Delegate or Resident
Commissioner can provide the deciding
margin of any amendment considered
in the Committee of the Whole. In
other words, if the vote in the Com-
mittee of the Whole is decided by five
or fewer votes, it must be reconsidered
immediately by the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Let me state this clearly for all my
colleagues. No Delegate or Resident
Commissioner will provide the margin
of victory or defeat of any amendment.
It is that clear.

Delegates and the Resident Commis-
sioner will not be able to vote on final
passage, nor will they be able to vote
on procedural motions.

Mr. Speaker, the Delegates and Resi-
dent Commissioner represent people
who serve in our Armed Forces. Thirty
thousand residents of Guam are mili-
tary personnel. Over 2,400 soldiers from
the territories and the District of Co-
lumbia are fighting in Iraq and Afghan-
istan today, wars that this Chamber
voted in favor of. American Samoa has
the highest per capita casualty rate of
any State or territory for the war in
Iraq.

We believe that the people who fight
and die wearing the uniform of the
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United States deserve to have their
voices heard in the people’s House.

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, residents
of all territories and the District of Co-
lumbia pay Social Security taxes,
Medicare taxes under FICA. The people
living in the territories and the Dis-
trict of Columbia deserve to have a
voice in Congress, and their elected
representatives, the Delegates and the
Resident Commissioner, deserve to
have a vote in the Committee of the
Whole.

Mr. Speaker, while these voting
privileges are in large part symbolic,
and I, for one, believe that the District
of Columbia, where people actually pay
Federal taxes in addition to all the
other contributions that they make to
this country, deserve to have full vot-
ing rights in this Congress, but this is
the least, I think, we can do to restore
some modicum of representation to
these millions of Americans, and I
strongly urge my colleagues to support
this rule and vote for the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise to express my appreciation to
my very good friend from Massachu-
setts for yielding me the time and for
his effort in getting us to the point
where we are.

But, Mr. Speaker, I do rise in very,
very strong opposition to not only this
rule, but the underlying legislation, H.
Res. 78, as well, which, as the gen-
tleman has said very clearly, will au-
thorize the Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to vote on legislation
that is on the House floor.

I must confess that I am broadly dis-
appointed in how we have arrived here.
I am disappointed that we are here
again debating a proposal which is, I
truly believe, at its heart, unconstitu-
tional.

While I have the utmost respect for
my colleagues from the territories, and
from the District of Columbia, if they
want to vote in this body, Mr. Speaker,
they should begin the statehood proc-
ess, plain and simple. They should pur-
sue that with great vigor and enthu-
siasm. And those who are the strongest
supporters of it now have a majority in
this House, which, I believe, should
allow them to proceed with that effort
if they so choose.

Now, Mr. Speaker, reasonable people
can disagree as to the merits of this
proposal. We are going to hear an awful
lot this morning. However, I am also
disappointed that we find ourselves in
a situation where my colleagues at the
Rules Committee have, once again,
rolled back the transparency that I was
very proud to work so diligently on be-
half of when I had the privilege to
serve as chairman of the committee.
First, it was the ability to enforce the
rules regarding putting record votes in
committee reports. Thrown out the
window. Next, rather than following
the example that I was privileged to
set in the 109th Congress of conducting
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actual hearings and markups of rule
changes, we find ourselves, Mr. Speak-
er, without the benefit of hearings with
outside witnesses, without a com-
mittee report explaining the commit-
tee’s thinking, without any oppor-
tunity for the minority to have its
views published as part of the legisla-
tive history.

And I understand full well, Mr.
Speaker, this, for the average Amer-
ican, is seen as inside baseball stuff.
But deliberative democracy is some-
thing that is very near and dear to the
founding of this country, the very basis
on which our Nation was founded. And
last night we had a great speech from
the President of the United States that
was delivered here in which he talked
about our goal of working together.

But more than that, Mr. Speaker, 1
am disappointed about how my col-
leagues are approaching the most basic
tasks of the Rules Committee. The
Rules Committee is the all-important
committee of the House, the traffic cop
through which every major piece of
legislation must go before it is consid-
ered here on the House floor. With the
exception of privileged resolutions and
items that we consider under suspen-
sion of the rules, what we really do
here, and the appropriations process,
we have tremendous responsibility. I
argue that the Rules Committee is the
single most important committee that
exists in this institution because of the
very, very unique role that we play.

I am so disappointed in how I have
seen the basic handling of this com-
mittee. Any of you who have had the
honor to serve as Chairs of committees
know the challenges of crafting an
agenda, of building support and moving
that support forward. But as chairmen,
we have a basic responsibility to main-
tain those very basic workings of the
committee to ensure that Members
have the documents that they need to
discuss and debate matters that are be-
fore them.

Now, I don’t want to belabor this, Mr.
Speaker, by going through the particu-
lars of yesterday’s meeting, but I have
to say it is very, very disappointing.
Let me just say that my colleagues
failed, the majority failed, at the most
basic responsibilities, which dis-
appoints me even more.

The last time this body considered,
Mr. Speaker, the issue of Delegate vot-
ing, it was as part of an opening day
rules package. The rule was changed,
despite bipartisan opposition. That
rule change led the then minority lead-
er, our friend Mr. Michel, to file a law-
suit against the House to stop Dele-
gates from voting on the House floor.
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Well, the courts upheld the rule.
They did so only because of the par-
liamentary sleight of hand which
makes the right conferred on our col-
leagues illusory, illusory at the very
best.

Mr. Speaker, 14 years later, this body
is made up of 299 Members, 299 Mem-
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bers who were not here, never had a
chance to vote on this issue before.
And as I said, even back then there has
never been a hearing, never been a
process for us to hear from the scholars
who clearly, clearly would spend a
great deal of time and energy consid-
ering whether or not we should proceed
with allowing the people who are not
Representatives from States to have a
chance to vote on the House floor.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a very, very
bad rule. It is a bad, bad, bad process.
And what we witnessed last night in
the Rules Committee was one of, if not
the greatest, disservice to this institu-
tion that I have ever seen, it clearly is
up there as one of the most pathetic
and sad and disappointing things that I
have ever seen.

As I said before, if my colleagues
want the Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to enjoy the benefits
conferred upon Representatives of the
several States, they should encourage
efforts to achieve statehood. There is
nothing, nothing, Mr. Speaker, to be
served by moving this unconstitutional
rule any further in the process.

And to the point that was offered by
my friend from Massachusetts on this
notion of a substitute provided, I was
taught very early on when I came to
this institution more than a quarter of
a century ago that you do not amend a
bad bill. There is nothing that can be
done in the amendment process that
could make this constitutional.

And this notion that we have gone
the entire route, the United States Su-
preme Court has not considered this,
Mr. Speaker. I believe that what we are
going to do here today, if it in fact suc-
ceeds, what we are going to do is we
are going to embark on another legal
struggle just as we did 14 years ago.

So I urge my colleagues to vote
against this rule. And if the rule does
prevail, I urge them to vote against the
underlying resolution, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, again I would remind
my colleagues that the minority was
given the opportunity for a substitute
and they declined. I would remind my
colleagues in the House that the one
Member of the minority who came be-
fore the Rules Committee and offered
an amendment, that amendment has
been made in order if he so chooses to
offer it.

So I guess, maybe because this is not
a closed rule, it does not fit into the
Republican talking points today, they
are a little bit upset. But the bottom
line is that we on the majority side
have done our best to try to accommo-
date the minority.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, not at
this time.

Mr. DREIER. I completely under-
stand.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad the gentleman respects the cour-
tesies of the decorum of the House.
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Mr. Speaker, let me also say that it
is a little bit difficult for any of us on
this side of the aisle to stand here and
be lectured about process by the distin-
guished former chairman of the Rules
Committee, to be lectured about trans-
parency, and about how the committee
should be run.

I recall being in the committee when
the USA PATRIOT Act was brought be-
fore the Rules Committee, went
through a process of regular order, bi-
partisan process, and then was rewrit-
ten in the Rules Committees without
anybody knowing what was going on,
and then brought to the floor under a
very closed process.

I remember a special interest provi-
sion that magically appeared on a con-
ference report after the report was
signed and closed. That is not the proc-
ess that this new Democratic majority
wants to be like.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentleman goes through this litany of
arguments, I would ask my friend if we
ever, ever denied the wishes of a Mem-
ber who asked that an amendment be
withdrawn and gone ahead and made
that amendment in order.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I reclaim my time.

Mr. Speaker, I could be here all day,
all week, all month and perhaps all
year documenting and listing occasion
after occasion after occasion where the
former majority, I think, broke the
rules of this House and did a great dis-
service to the rules of this House.

We have done our best to accommo-
date the minority on this rule. They
had the opportunity to offer a sub-
stitute, they declined. An amendment
that was brought before the Rules
Committee has been made in order. If
they don’t want to offer it, they don’t
have to offer it. In fact, if they don’t
want it in the rule, we have made the
offer that if they want to offer an
amendment to strike the Kirk provi-
sion, they can offer an amendment on
this floor and we will be happy to ac-
cept it.

So I think, Mr. Speaker, that this
kind of talk of a bad process, and I
should also point out just for the
record that the Committee on Rules
met in the afternoon, Mr. DREIER, not
in the evening. Things have changed.
We meet in the light of day, not in the
middle of the night anymore.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3% minutes to
the gentlewoman from the Virgin Is-
lands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN).

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of what is a very fair
rule, H. Res. 86, to provide for the con-
sideration of H. Res. 78, to amend the
rules of the House of Representatives
to permit Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to cast votes in the
Committee of the Whole.

But I see no reason for any amend-
ment to this very straightforward pro-
vision that is simply the right thing to
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do. It is a rule that we have asked for
in every Congress since I have been
here, since the 105th, when the Repub-
licans were in the majority, but have
never had a chance to become a part of
the rule.

I want to commend and thank my
friend and colleague, our majority
leader, STENY HOYER, as well as the
original cosponsors of the resolution,
Majority Whip CLYBURN, Caucus Chair
EMANUEL, Vice Chair LARSON, Rep-
resentative BECERRA and Rules Com-
mittee Chairwoman SLAUGHTER. My
fellow Delegates and I greatly appre-
ciate their steadfast support for inclu-
sion and full participation of all Amer-
icans in our national assembly.

A few minutes ago I took to the floor
to express my condolences and that of
my constituents and to recognize the
service to the family of two members
of the Virgin Islands National Guard
who were killed along with 10 other
soldiers in the crash of a Black Hawk
helicopter northeast of Baghdad on
Saturday.

I mention this because you will hear
a litany of objections from our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to
the limited extension of democracy for
me and the other Delegates because of
constitutional concerns.

This attempt to prevent us from the
practice of democracy in this limited
way is shameful because my Repub-
lican colleagues know well that the
proposal the House will be voting on
today is constitutional, and that the
Federal courts have held that it is.

Why then are they insisting that my
fellow Delegates and I not be given the
opportunity to participate more fully
in the deliberations on legislation on
the floor on behalf of our constituents,
which is in keeping with our country’s
spirit of inclusion and democratic
ideals?

When my Republican colleagues
bring up the question of payment of
taxes, they know well that the resi-
dents of the territories pay Federal
taxes, we pay full Social Security and
Medicare payroll taxes like every other
American. We also pay the same Fed-
eral income taxes as prescribed by the
tax laws that are passed here which I
cannot vote on.

It is just under the principle of no
taxes without representation, which
goes back to the founding of our coun-
try, Congress allows those taxes to re-
main in the territory to fulfill Federal
responsibilities there.

Moreover, because we get to keep
those Federal taxes that we pay, we do
not get the full benefit of all Federal
programs. In the Medicaid program, for
example, we receive less than a quarter
of the Federal share of the program
that we would receive if we were fully
participating in the program.

Mr. Speaker, as a resident of a U.S.
territory, my constituents proudly ful-
fill the ultimate responsibility of citi-
zenship, being called upon to fight and
die for our country, but without having
a say in choosing who the Commander
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in Chief will be or having a representa-
tive in Congress with the right to vote
on legislation on the floor.

I know this cannot completely cor-
rect this under the Constitution, but
we can make this small step toward in-
clusion of all Americans in the demo-
cratic process. So I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote
on the rule and a ‘‘yes’ vote on H. Res.
78.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, my distin-
guished colleague from Miami, Mr.
D1Az-BALART, has just read the appel-
late court decision on this issue and
has spent a great deal of time and ef-
fort, and I yield him 3 minutes.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by express-
ing my profound respect for the Dele-
gates in this House, and most espe-
cially for their constituents. But above
all, I rise, Mr. Speaker, with profound
respect for the documents that we all
swear to uphold when we are elected,
when we take possession of this awe-
some responsibility, an honor granted
to us by our constituents.

I think there can be few parts of the
United States Constitution that are
clearer when Article I, section 2 state
‘““that the House of Representatives
shall be composed of Members chosen
every second year by the people of the
several States.”

Now, when in 1970, as you know Mr.
Speaker, before there had been by law
and precedent, Delegates of territories
had been given some privileges in this
House. And then in 1970 there was a
clarification of those privileges. The
vote was given to Delegates in standing
committees in 1970. At that time, when
the vote was given to Delegates in
standing committees, there was some
concern that that may be unconstitu-
tional.

In fact, there was a colloquy on this
floor where Congressman B.F. Sisk of
California asked future Speaker, then
Representative Tom Foley, about that
issue. And I would like to read what fu-
ture Speaker Foley said. ‘“‘Now, it is
very clear that a constitutional amend-
ment would be required to give the
Resident Commissioner,”” and he is
speaking about all of the Delegates, ‘“‘a
vote in the Committee of the Whole or
the full House.”

The point is that the constitutional
issue does not touch preliminary advi-
sory votes, which is what standing
committee votes are, but only the
votes which are cast in the Committee
of the Whole or the full House.

Those votes, Mr. Foley said, can be
cast only by Members of Congress. Now
the appellate court, interestingly
enough, and I really find it difficult to
believe that it was not appealed to the
Supreme Court, because the appellate
court said, well, true, but we are not
dealing with votes in this rule, we are
dealing with a figment of our imagina-
tion related to votes because they do
not count.

If they do count in the outcome of an
amendment, there is an automatic
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revote. So they are not really votes. So
since they are not really votes, they
are not really constitutional. I think
that was not a serious, I respectfully
say this, ruling by the district court.
But obviously this time if it does pass,
I would assume that it will go to the
Supreme Court where perhaps there
will be a more serious ruling.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from New York,
who was actually born in the territory
of Puerto Rico, Mr. SERRANO.

(Mr. SERRANO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SERRANO. I thank the gen-
tleman. You are right. Perhaps it is
that example that I present to you that
shows why the system is broken. Be-
cause my parents chose to move in 1950
to New York, I am able to be a Member
of Congress with full voting rights.

Had I stayed in Puerto Rico, I could
only aspire to be a Resident Commis-
sioner, which is fine enough, but with-
out full voting rights. So, question:
Since when does residency overpower
and overtake citizenship? The 4 million
people who live in Puerto Rico, the
citizens, American citizens who live in
all of the territories, have no way to
represent themselves in Congress, have
no way to vote for the President of the
United States.

At this very moment, dozens of Puer-
to Ricans are mourned as they have
died in the war in Iraq. Yet, their col-
leagues who will come back will not be
able to express themselves in Congress,
or express themselves through a Presi-
dential vote in terms of how they feel
about that war or about that service.

And so the issue today is simply this:
Do you believe that American citizens,
American citizens, that has to be re-
peated, American citizens, who live in
territories, not States, have certain
rights? I believe they have full rights.
If it was up to me they would have full
voting representation.

All we are saying today is that those
Delegates, these representatives, will
have a right to participate on the
House floor.
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We don’t even go far enough to say
that if the vote makes a difference, it
stays put; there is a revote.

So what are we really giving them?
An opportunity to participate in de-
mocracy. How can we be trying to
spread democracy throughout the
world when we are not willing to
spread it right here at home?

Four million citizens live in the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Those 4
million could have six or seven Mem-
bers of Congress if they were a State.
The gentleman, rightfully so, says,
well, if they want to be a State, they
should be a State. There is only one
problem with that: The group holding
the colony, the American Government,
has to initiate that progress, that sys-
tem, to bring people into the Union.
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You can’t hold a colony for 108 years,
in the case of Puerto Rico, and expect
them to tell you at what time they
want to be whatever they want to be,
because for 108 years you have divided
them into three different movements:
independence, Commonwealth, state-
hood.

If we are holding the territory of
Puerto Rico, it is our responsibility to
say, we are ready to invite you to come
in.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
simply say that the gentleman’s party
is in charge now, and the process of be-
ginning that move is really in your
court. It is one that we will be very,
very interested to engage in and look
at and consider. I think that it would
be an absolutely fascinating debate.

Mr. SERRANO. Reclaiming my time,
that is a great suggestion. I am sorry
that you didn’t do it for the last 12
years.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am very happy to yield 2 min-
utes to a very hardworking Member of
Congress, our friend from Georgia, Dr.
PRICE.

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding on
this extremely important issue. I, too,
rise with great respect for the individ-
uals who are Delegates and our Resi-
dent Commissioner. I also want to
make it certain that I state up front
that we commend all of the men and
women who fight our battle in this war
on terror with the recognition and ap-
preciation that those men and women
serve in a voluntary capacity, and our
hearts and prayers go out to them and
their families.

I do want to say, however, Mr.
Speaker, that this process is a remark-
able abuse of power. I oppose the rule
and the underlying bill on the basis of
both process and policy, which I believe
to be flawed, and also because it is re-
markably unconstitutional.

I am oftentimes reminded of the
Lewis Carroll book, and sometimes I
feel that way: Just because you say it
is so doesn’t make it so.

Individuals who promote what we are
doing right now believe, in fact, that
they can just make up rules at a whim.
In fact, we are tied by the ultimate
document of our Nation, and that is
the United States Constitution. It
makes it very clear in that Constitu-
tion, Article I, section 2, that the
House of Representatives shall be com-
posed of Members chosen every second
year by the people of the several
States. It doesn’t say territories, it
doesn’t say the Delegates of the terri-
tories, it doesn’t say Resident Commis-
sioner.

I might, indeed, support a move for
statehood for any of those entities.
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However, this is an unconscionable ac-
tion. This is a violation of the public
trust, and it is a clear abuse of power.

Under this strategy, under this Dem-
ocrat plot, the majority party could
seat anybody, anybody, in the House.
Who is next? Who would you like to
seat next? Howard Dean? He has a sig-
nificant constituency. Why not have
Howard Dean have a seat in the United
States House of Representatives and a
vote in the Committee of the Whole?

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are disgusted with this level of arro-
gance and the abuse of power that this
demonstrates. I urge my colleagues to
defeat this rule and to defeat the un-
derlying bill. We will ultimately see
the final defeat of this in the Supreme
Court of the United States.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Let me encourage
the gentleman from Georgia to read
the rule. The Republicans were offered
the right for a substitute. They could
have had a substitute that null and
voided this entire resolution, and they
chose not to.

There is an amendment made in
order under the rule by the gentleman
from Illinois or his designee, which I
strongly disagree with, that would es-
sentially gut this entire provision. It
would allow no one, with the possible
exception of the gentlewoman who rep-
resents the District of Columbia, to be
able to participate. So the opportunity
is there. What the gentleman needs to
do is read the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2% minutes to
the gentlewoman from Guam (Ms.
BORDALLO).

(Ms. BORDALLO asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule under consider-
ation which, if adopted, will allow this
House to openly and fairly debate an
issue important to my constituents
and to our fellow Americans who reside
right here in the shadow of the Capitol
dome, the citizens of our Nation’s Cap-
ital City, and our fellow Americans
who reside in the U.S. territories.

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on this rule be-
cause it means we can move forward
with this important debate. Our par-
ticipation in the Committee of the
Whole, a symbolic vote, in the manner
proposed by the amendment to the
rules would be consistent with the very
foundations of our representative de-
mocracy.

This issue is about elected public of-
fice for which we, as Members and Del-
egates alike, take a solemn oath. Like
all Members, we, too, solemnly affirm
to support and defend the Constitution
of the United States and to well and
faithfully discharge the duties inherent
with that responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, it is in keeping with
this oath that I come to the floor today
to appeal for support on the rule and
the resolution on principle and on the
merits of this issue.

This is about representation, the
very core of this institution. This is
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about a symbolic but meaningful ges-
ture. It is about inclusion. It is about
the principle that every American de-
serves to be represented with a vote in
Congress.

This is a step in the right direction.
It is not without precedent, and it has
survived review by the judicial branch.
The history of service by Delegates to
Congress from the territories dates
back almost to the founding of our
country. The noted and well-respected
historian Robert Remini, in his excel-
lent history of the House published just
last year, notes that one of the most
unique features of the House of Rep-
resentatives under the Constitution is
the fact that Delegates from the terri-
tories can participate, and have par-
ticipated, in important debates.

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on this rule in the
spirit of this tradition.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am very happy to yield 1 minute
to a very hardworking Member from
Pittsburgh (Mr. TIM MURPHY).

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, we certainly appreciate
and admire all of the citizens of the
United States and all those from terri-
tories, and they participate in debate
here.

One of the things that helps us under-
stand what takes place here, I would
like to go back to what happens in
Alleghany County where I live in the
city of Pittsburgh. We have an
Alleghany County Council, and they
meet in the city of Pittsburgh regu-
larly, and some members of that coun-
cil are citizens of the city of Pitts-
burgh; but their jurisdiction is not the
city of Pittsburgh. What would happen
if they decided it would be their juris-
diction to vote on issues that affected
that city on matters of taxation and
other issues that take place? I believe
the courts would say that just because
you are citizens of this area does not
mean that your jurisdiction of your
elected body extends to that city, and
courts would strike it down.

This is not an issue of whether or not
we respect and admire our friends and
fellow citizens from these territories.
It is the matter of the rules of what our
Constitution states and what people
can represent and what should be al-
lowed in this body. It concerns me that
on the tote boards here of the list of
votes, it does not say whether some-
body is a full Member or a Delegate.
That, I believe, is something that is
also going to mislead the American
public as to the vote totals here.

But more than anything else, to be
able to vote on issues that affect my
constituents, whether it is taxation or
other issues of representation, it is
simply not in our Constitution to have
that there, and I urge Members to vote
“‘no”’ on this.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6 minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), the
District of Columbia, a place where
there is taxation but not full represen-
tation.
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and for re-
minding this House of the bottom line.

The delegate vote resolution on the
floor will confuse many, anger others,
and needlessly divide the people’s
House about a right to vote settled by
the Federal courts 14 years ago.

Mr. Speaker, during the 103rd Con-
gress, I had just finished my freshmen
year. When the Democrats were in the
majority, I submitted a legal memo-
randum and requested and obtained the
right to vote in the Committee of the
Whole for the residents of the District
of Columbia.

The House decided to include the
other Delegates as well because we nor-
mally have all been treated the same.
Of course, we had no objection.

The Democrats, however, sent the
matter to outside attorneys and ex-
perts who confirmed that a Delegate
vote would be constitutional, and the
House acted.

The Republican minority then sued
the House. However, the U.S. District
Court for the District of Columbia and
the U.S. Court of Appeals both con-
firmed the constitutionality of the
House’s action in allowing Delegate
voting in the Committee of the Whole,
just as Congress had long done in sub-
ject matter committees created by the
House.

The Republicans took control in the
104th Congress and withdrew the only
vote the residents of the District of Co-
lumbia have ever had on the floor for
more than 200 years.

I say to my friends on the other side
of the aisle, there is nothing left to de-
bate about. The courts have now spo-
ken. You had your say. In a debate
when the Democrats did it the right
way, simply put it in the rules and al-
lowed full debate, you debated then.
You took it to the courts. You debated
again, and you took it to the Court of
Appeals, and you debated it again. If
there had to be a debate, it should have
been on January 4 when this Congress
convened.

But for reasons I have not been able
to find, it wasn’t in the rules the way
it was in the rules when I first got this
vote. I want to be clear, this was a
breakthrough for the District of Co-
lumbia when after my first term, I got
this vote. My residents, seeing the first
thing trotted out of this House now is
not H.R. 328, for 4 years we have tried
to get the full vote, but the vote I got
14 years ago, regard this as a setback
for the District of Columbia.

This House and the Senate in 2006 re-
authorized the Voting Rights Act of
1965. My friends, the D.C. vote is the
Voting Rights Act of 2007, and we will
be held accountable to enact this bill.

This is not my fight. The civil rights
movement has spent 4 years, 4 years in
actions all over America to get support
for the full House vote for the District
of Columbia. Most Americans expect
that a vote for the District of Columbia
will be the vote they see come from the
House first. They are going to be com-
pletely confused.
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I ask my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle not to allow this needless
debate to poison the atmosphere that
Tom Davis and I have struggled to cre-
ate for the last 4 years in a bipartisan
bill for the full House vote for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

The right to vote was taken out of
the rules by the Republicans. If the Re-
publicans took it out of the rules, it
obviously was an obligation of the
Democrats to put it back in. They had
no alternative. Why not put it back in
the rules? Why are we having to be
drawn and quartered as Delegates out
here? There are differences being drawn
out here. Why is this debate dividing
this House and seeking to divide the
Delegates? Why is there a debate that
divides me from my brothers and sis-
ters who are Delegates? Why have you
done this to us?

And don’t you take the bait. Please
don’t take the bait. Respect the Dele-
gates, not just me who pays Federal in-
come taxes, but the other Delegates
who fight and die in war disproportion-
ately compared to the rest of us. What
has my side done, giving the Repub-
licans a nonissue?
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Worse, they have subjected us to con-
troversy and we don’t want to be con-
troversial. We want Delegates to be
fully respected.

It is heartbreaking for me. This de-
bate is entirely heartbreaking for me.
As you know, this vote is not the full
vote. That is what is heartbreaking.
Look at the calendar. The calendar is
empty because the committees are just
organizing. Why isn’t H.R. 328 the first
bill out of the Democratic House? That
is what I cannot explain to my con-
stituents. They don’t understand this
debate. Somebody has got to come to
this floor and tell me why I have to
plead for the vote that the courts said
I was entitled to 14 years ago.

It is time to go where we left off.
Mark up at Judiciary Committee and
let us get that vote out of here. For
goodness sakes, you have got to give
this vote to the Delegates. Move on.

The residents of the District of Co-
lumbia have been grateful for those Re-
publicans who have supported our full
House vote and for Democrats who
have done so for so long.

The Delegate vote is unavoidable. Do
it, get it done. But it is less than the
full vote that the District of Columbia
deserves and that you have supported.
It does not set the standard have set
for yourselves—to have me to come to
the floor to ask for a vote that I won 14
years ago. The standard we have to
meet is the standard we set for our-
selves.

Full voting rights for the District of
Columbia.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the very
thoughtful remarks of our friend from
the District of Columbia underscore
the great challenge that we have here
on both sides.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my
very good friend from Hollidaysburg,
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I rise today with great respect for the
Delegates and the Resident Commis-
sioner and all the people that they rep-
resent. But I strongly oppose both this
rule and the underlying resolution.

The resolution we are considering
today is, pure and simple, a power
grab. There is no way I can support a
resolution that dilutes the rights of the
hardworking people of western and cen-
tral Pennsylvania, and there is no rea-
son they should support representa-
tives that have their rights diluted.

The Democratic scheme tramples on
the Constitution and the design of one
man, one vote. Article I, section 2 of
the Constitution clearly states the
House ‘‘shall be comprised of Members
chosen by the people of the several
States.’”” It does not provide full voting
privileges for Delegates representing
non-State territories.

Plain and simple, this is representa-
tion without taxation. This proposal
will allow the Democratic Delegates to
raise the taxes on the American people,
but then they will not have to pay
them.

I strongly encourage all members of
the Pennsylvania delegation to vote
against this resolution and protect the
rights of the hardworking people of
Pennsylvania.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA).

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I know that some of our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have seri-
ously challenged the constitutionality
of this proposed rule, as it was indi-
cated yesterday by our good friend and
colleague from the State of Louisiana
and also now reiterated by my good
friend from California.

Mr. Speaker, this proposed rule has
already gone through the process
where 13 of our Republican friends from
the other side of the aisle 13 years ago
filed a lawsuit in the district court,
Federal District Court of the District
of Columbia, to challenge the constitu-
tionality of this proposed rule. And
what happens? The judge ruled that it
was constitutional. Our friends on the
other side appealed the case to the Fed-
eral Circuit Court of the Court of Ap-
peals of the District of Columbia, and
they reaffirmed the decision of the
lower court.

So when you talk about the constitu-
tionality of this issue, Mr. Speaker, 1
submit to my good friends on the other
side of the aisle, the constitutionality
of this proposed rule is moot. It is a
moot issue. We have already discussed
this in the court.

Now, if my good friends on the other
side of the aisle would like to appeal
this case to the Supreme Court, then
let us do it. But as far as I can read and
with my limited knowledge of con-
stitutional law, Mr. Speaker, this mat-
ter has already been settled in the
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courts that say this proposed rule is
constitutional.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am very happy to yield 1 minute
to our good friend from Pennsylvania
(Mr. ENGLISH).

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise, sadly, to oppose this
unconscionable power grab in which
the Democrats, who claimed they have
changed, have clearly indicated that
they are back. They are up to the old
tricks that they tried 12 years ago
when they were thrown out of the ma-
jority. Here they are again using the
Constitution as a political Handiwipe
and extending full voting rights to fa-
vored rotten boroughs.

Now what is a rotten borough? Dur-
ing the 19th century in Britain, there
were municipalities with tiny popu-
lations that were given full voting
rights, and it took Britain years to get
rid of that political inequity.

Today, to these people we are talking
about extending voting rights to terri-
tories that have a fraction of the popu-
lation of a congressional district, one
territory that has the population
roughly of Butler County, Pennsyl-
vania, one of my constituencies; one
that has roughly the population of
Mercer County, Pennsylvania. And to
my good friend from Samoa, and he is
a good friend, he represents a constitu-
ency with roughly the population of
Mill Creek Township in Erie County,
Pennsylvania, which I represent. And
yet he would be given full voting rights
within the Committee of the Whole.
That is an outrage.

Democrats once stood for one man,
one vote. Today on the floor of the
House, they stand for one Samoan, 10
votes.

Vote this down.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I would like to yield 1 minute to
the distinguished gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), our Democratic
leader.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I don’t
know whether the gentleman who just
spoke understands the pain that he in-
flicts, understands the lack of respect
that he shows, understands the denial
of democracy that he reflects.

I tell the gentleman that my friend
who sits behind you, four aisles back,
represents seven times as many people
as you and I represent, seven times as
many people, who, if they move from
the island of Puerto Rico to the State
of Maryland, the State of Pennsyl-
vania, have full voting rights. But he
inflicts on the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa and those Samoans who
have fought for this country and died
and are serving today who have no
vote. And for you on your side to rep-
resent that this is a power grab, in my
opinion, is absolutely unconscionable,
in your words, because it is so inac-
curate.

Why did the court of appeals rule this
to be constitutional? Because it does
not diminish any one of the 435 Mem-
bers in this body. Why? Because this is
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symbolism. This is symbolic. The Dele-
gates know it. The Delegates know
that this is not full voting rights for
them or for the people they represent.
But it is an opportunity for them to
participate and to reference on the
board in the Committee of the Whole
their vote, their opinion.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I would be glad to yield
to my friend.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

And I just want to say that I do have
the utmost respect for my good friend
from Pennsylvania, and I am really
saddened this day to hear that the
small population of the district that I
represent doesn’t mean anything to my
distinguished colleague who had made
the statement, alluding to the fact
that there are not very many Samoans
living in this great Nation of ours. I
really am saddened by that notion.

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of
the House, what we are doing here is
we are saying to five people, and I want
to say you saw the pain of the rep-
resentative of the District of Columbia
who absolutely ought to have a full
vote in this House. I hope that we will
address that shortly.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding, my friend and
classmate. We came together in 1981. I
came a little before he did because he
came in a special election, Mr. Speak-
er. He knows that I have the highest
regard for him. We have worked very
closely in a bipartisan way on a num-
ber of issues, and one of the things I
was most proud of over the past several
yvears was that my friend carried in his
breast pocket quotes of mine on things
that I said what we were in the minor-
ity about, the need for greater delib-
eration.

We considered, as my friend knows, a
very noncontroversial issue, that being
the extension of suspension days from
Monday and Tuesday to Wednesday. We
did that 3 years ago, a little over 3
years ago, and it had very little con-
troversy to it. We began a very delib-
erative process. We had a hearing on
that. Again, there wasn’t much con-
troversy.

And now I am going to take this op-
portunity to extend the quote of my
friend, if he will indulge me, when he,
on June 23 of 2003, at our Rules hearing
on this said: ‘“The lack of free and fair
debate on such important matters is an
embarrassment to the Members who
are privileged to serve. It demeans the
House, it cheats the American people,
and it offends our democratic tradi-
tions. Unfortunately, tactics designed
to shut down debate are not an aberra-
tion; they are becoming the norm.”’

And, Mr. Speaker, all I would say to
my friend is that the sort of unpleasant
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debate that we are witnessing right
now underscores the fact that moving
through the procedure that we have to
the House floor without a single com-
mittee hearing, without the input of
scholars who might talk about the im-
pact on this institution, on the Amer-
ican people, on the rights of American
citizens, is something that we should
consider. And that is the concern that
we have. And I believe what we should
do is withdraw this measure from the
floor and go through regular order.

I simply offered, as the ranking mi-
nority member now of the committee,
an amendment in the rule that would
simply say that if I could offer, as the
ranking member, the committee of ju-
risdiction, a germane amendment, I
would like to have a chance to do that.
And I was voted down in that quest.

Let us do proceed with what the gen-
tleman has argued passionately for. He
and I are both institutionalists, Mr.
Speaker. Let us do allow the Kkind of
deliberation that is essential to consid-
eration of such an important issue.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to my friend.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to clarify for the record that the
Rules Committee did offer the Repub-
licans a substitute, which they de-
clined. The amendment that was
brought before the Rules Committee
was made in order.

And I also would like to say, Mr.
Speaker, in response to my friend, Mr.
ENGLISH, that there are 58 million
Americans who pay no income tax in
this country, just payroll tax. I hope
the gentleman is not suggesting that
those people shouldn’t have a right to
vote.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, and we are running out of
time, I want to say that when I yield-
ed, I was talking about symbolism. All
of us believe that symbolism is very
important. Our flag is a great symbol.
Samoans have died for that flag. Resi-
dents of the District of Columbia have
died for that flag. Residents of the Vir-
gin Islands have died for that flag.
Residents of Guam have died for that
flag. And many, many residents of
Puerto Rico have died for that flag.

Yes, this is symbolic, which is why
the courts said it was appropriate, be-
cause it does not constitutionally di-
minish the vote of any one of the 435
Members of this body one iota. Why?
Because if their votes make a dif-
ference, we automatically have a vote
of the 435 of us. That is why the courts
said this is absolutely constitutional.

It is not enough, what we do today.
But it would be tragic if we do not do
at least this basic step to recognize the
inclusion of those who serve with us,
who can speak with us, who can vote in
committee across the street or in this
building, but who have had their vote
in the Committee of the Whole taken
away from them when the Republicans
took power in 1995.
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Let us restore that vote today. Vote
for this rule, which is a fair rule. And
I say to my friend who quoted my com-
ments, you were accorded a right to a
substitute. You chose not to take it.
You were accorded the right to an
amendment. You now want to with-
draw that. I will tell you that, on our
side, if you want to withdraw that
amendment by unanimous consent, we
will not object. But my understanding
is you don’t want to make that re-
quest.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. HOYER. We have given you that
amendment.

My time is up. The last time you
asked me to yield, you gave a speech.
And that is fine, but you are going to
do it on your time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
simply say to my friend that we are
clearly in a position where upstairs we
had said that we did not believe we
should amend a bad bill. But at the
same time, I simply made the request
for, as the ranking minority member,
the right to have a germane amend-
ment if we so chose. And that was, in
fact, denied us on a party-line vote
that we had in the House.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I am very
happy to yield a minute to my good
friend from Allentown, Pennsylvania
(Mr. DENT).

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I, too, today
rise in opposition to this rule and the
underlying legislation. In this bill, the
Delegates and the Resident Commis-
sioner will be allowed to vote on pro-
ceedings in the Committee of the
Whole; but if their vote is decisive,
then there must be a revote in the full
House without the participation of
these Delegates. In other words, the
bill says that your vote counts except
when it doesn’t count. And when it
really, really counts, that is when it
will make a difference in the outcome
of the proceedings, it turns out that
your vote doesn’t count at all.

This kind of absurdity might be ap-
propriate in the drama of Beckett or
Ionesco, but it has no place in the mak-
ing of American law.

And I do want to address the issue,
too. In the last session I supported the
Tom Davis-Holmes Norton bill to help
deal with the issue of the District of
Columbia’s voting rights. I agree with
that. I support that legislation, and we
should take up that legislation. We
shouldn’t do it through this rule.

Also, with respect to self-determina-
tion in Puerto Rico, we have been sup-
portive of Mr. FORTUNO and his effort
to allow for self-determination of the
island where people have a choice to
make: independence, territorial status,
or statehood. Let that process take its
course. This is not the way to go. I op-
pose the rule and the underlying legis-
lation.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

DREIER. Will the gentleman
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(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Might I
say, Mr. Speaker, it is a joy to see you
in the chair, and I thank the member
of the majority Rules Committee and
the Rules Committee and a number of
my colleagues.

And might I just remind my col-
leagues that we had some 10 years for
the Members on the other side of the
aisle to make good on a constitutional
promise.

It should be noted that this very rule
and its format has been affirmed on
constitutional grounds. It was utilized
by majority vote in the 103th Congress
without one incident except three re-
votes.

The idea and concept is to again in-
form America that we believe in one
vote, one person. I know historically
the complete insult to being considered
less than one vote. Slaves were charac-
terized historically as less than one
person. And so this particular legisla-
tion is a making of the whole of indi-
viduals who pay taxes, Federal taxes,
Social Security, Medicare taxes, and
individuals who we know, Mr. Speaker,
have been on the front lines of Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, and every single war.

And so to the American Samoa, to
the District of Columbia, to the Virgin
Islands, and to the District of Colum-
bia along with Puerto Rico and the
Commissioner, the argument for self-
rule or however Puerto Rico will ulti-
mately be designed is not the argument
here today. The argument here today is
to allow the constituents, some 4.4 mil-
lion, represented by Commissioners
and Delegates to have a constitutional
right to vote. There is no way that this
Congress, this Democratic Congress
under the leadership of Speaker PELOSI
and the leadership team, can reject the
right for Americans to vote or those
who are in many instances citizens.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I support the
rule and the underlying bill, and would
ask us to uphold the Constitution by
voting today to allow those who have
the right to vote to express their vote.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support of H.
Res. 78, which would amend the rules of the
House of Representatives to permit Delegates
from the District of Columbia, Guam, the Vir-
gin Islands, American Samoa, and the Resi-
dent Commissioner of Puerto Rico to cast
votes in the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

| support H.R. 78 because restoring to the
Delegates and the Resident Commissioner the
right to vote in the Committee of the Whole is
an act of simple justice long overdue. Indeed,
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 78 merely restores the
practice that prevailed in this House during the
103rd Congress. When the Republicans won
control of this chamber in 1994, one of their
first acts was to strip elected Delegates and
the Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico of
their right to vote in the Committee of the
Whole.

Let me point out at the outset, Mr. Speaker,
that the rule we seek to restore today was re-
scinded by the Republican controlled 104th
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Congress, and prohibited by each succeeding
Congress through the 110th not because the
rule is unconstitutional or illegal but because
for apparently partisan reasons. Four of the
five Members directly affected by the rule are
members of the Democratic Caucus.

But the fact is, Mr. Speaker, the authority of
this House to confer voting rights in the Com-
mittee of the Whole upon elected Delegates
and the Resident Commissioner of Puerto has
been squarely addressed and upheld by the
Federal courts.

When the House adopted a similar rule dur-
ing the 103d Congress, Republican opponents
immediately brought action in federal court
challenging the constitutionality of the rule on
the ground that it vested legislative power in
persons who were not elected to represent
citizens of any of the several States. In March
1993, the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia upheld the rules change
on the ground that the Delegate votes was
structured so that Delegate votes in the Com-
mittee of the Whole were symbolic in nature
and thus did not affect the final ultimate out-
come of any vote. Michaels v. Anderson, 817
F. Supp. 126 (D.D.C. 1993), aff'd, 109 F.3d
623 (1994). For this reason, the court held
that the rule did not unconstitutionally confer
legislative power upon Delegates.

In affirming the district court, the Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia held that
the additional authority conferred on Delegates
by the rule change was “largely symbolic” and
“not significantly greater than that which they
enjoy serving and voting on the standing com-
mittees.” Id. Nor was the court persuaded by
the argument raised by opponents below that
the rule change had the symbolic effect of
granting Delegates higher status and greater
prestige in their home districts. In rejecting the
claim, the court noted that because of the sav-
ings clause contained in the rule, the claimed
harm was ‘“unproven, remote, and specula-
tive” and of no unconstitutional moment. Sim-
ply put, the court held that the rule “was not
unconstitutional as the delegation of an im-
proper exercise of legislative power.”

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, the Supreme Court
has long held and it is now settled that the
Congress has broad authority to take action
with respect to the territories and the District
of Columbia. See Sere & Laralde v. Pilot, 10
U.S. 332, 336-37 (1810); Murphy v. Ramsey,
114 U.S. 15, 44 (1885); Binns v. U.S., 194
U.S. 486 (1885).

Mr. Speaker, our Nation’s Capital of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the United States territories
of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the
Virgin Islands, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, all play an important role in this great
Nation. They serve in our military. They are
fighting for us right now in Irag and Afghani-
stan. They are making and have made the ul-
timate sacrifice to protect and defend this Na-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, more than 30,000 residents of
Guam are on active duty in the Armed Forces
of the United States. That is nearly 20 percent
of the population of the territory. No other con-
gressional district or State comes close to
matching this measure of devotion. Approxi-
mately 2,500 soldiers from the District of Co-
lumbia and the territories are currently serving
in Irag and Afghanistan today. And American
Samoa has the highest per capita rate of any
State or territory in the Iraq war. The Iraq war
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death rate per 1 million people in the popu-
lation is almost as high for American Samoa
as for the 10 highest States combined.

Sadly also, Mr. Speaker, the Nation lost 19
brave soldiers this past Saturday when the
helicopter they were riding was shot down by
insurgents. Two of the heroes who made this
supreme sacrifice for their country were resi-
dents of the Virgin Islands.

Mr. Speaker, if a person can be called upon
to pay Federal taxes and serve in the Armed
Forces of the United States, then he or she
should at least have the opportunity to vote for
a Representative who could at least cast a
symbolic vote in this Chamber on critical mat-
ters facing our Nation—issues like war and
peace, equality and justice.

Mr. Speaker, taxation without representation
is tyranny. In the aggregate, nearly 5 million
persons residing in the District of Columbia,
Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa,
and Puerto Rico are wrongly, and | say uncon-
scionably, being denied a vote—and therefore
denied a voice—in the most important legisla-
tive body in the world and making a mockery
of our commitment to democracy and equal
justice.

As a supporter of freedom, democracy, and
equality, | believe that it is long overdue for
the citizens of the District of Columbia to have
a Representative in Congress who can vote
on the vital legislation considered in this body.

It is wrong, Mr. Speaker, that the citizens of
the District of Columbia, who after all pay
taxes to the United States, serve in the Armed
Forces, and are subject to the laws and juris-
diction of the United States, are denied a vote
in the body that imposes those taxes, raises
and maintains the Armed Forces, and makes
the laws that each of us must obey.

License plates in the District of Columbia re-
mind us of their ongoing struggle for a proper
voice in this Federal Government, reading:
“Taxation without representation.” The people
in Boston felt so strongly about this in 1775
that they rebelled in Boston Harbor, launching
the “Boston Tea Party.”

This principle is no less vital today. We
must not deny the territories of Puerto Rico,
American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
and the Northern Mariana Islands the right to
have a vote in Congress. Doing so denies
their important relationships with our Nation
and contributions to our economy.

Mr. Speaker, | commend the gentleman
from Maryland, Mr. HOYER, for introducing H.
Res. 78, which honors and vindicates the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia and the terri-
tories. Not only do we appreciate their military
service and tax receipts, we value their views
and opinion in the halls of Congress.

| urge my colleagues to support H. Res. 78.
But let us not stop there. | hope all Members
will support H.R. 328, the D.C. Fair and Equal
Voting Rights Act, which will give full voting
rights in the House to the nearly 600,000 citi-
zens of the District of Columbia.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 2 minutes to a former
member of the Rules Committee, we
miss him greatly upstairs, our good
friend from Marietta, Georgia, Dr.
GINGREY.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my former chairman on the Rules Com-
mittee for the time. And I rise in oppo-
sition to this rule and the underlying
resolution, with some degree of sad-
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ness, because I certainly have great,
great respect for the representatives of
the territories and the District of Co-
lumbia. They are sitting here on the
floor and speaking, and they are great
Members. But I have to oppose this be-
cause I think that indeed, Mr. Speaker,
it will be ruled unconstitutional in the
final analysis.

And I know that the Democratic ma-
jority in the first 2 weeks, in the 100
hours, with the Six for ’06 legislative
agenda, the bumper sticker issues that
were poll-tested; if you took an issue
like this and you said to the American
people, We are about to grant voting
rights to the members from the terri-
tories that do not pay Federal income
taxes, and these votes can raise your
taxes, and they don’t pay Federal in-
come taxes, I think that the poll on
that would be at least 90 percent in op-
position. So if you are going to do
things on a poll-driven agenda, you
would not be doing this.

I think that it may end up being a
moot point, Mr. Speaker, because vot-
ing in the Committee of the Whole,
giving the Members that right, it may
never occur. It may be a moot point,
because with these closed rules and no
regular order, there may never be any
votes in the Committee of the Whole.

So I regrettably rise to oppose this. I
think it is absolutely wrong. But I
have great respect for my colleagues
from the territories and the District of
Columbia.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to ask unanimous consent to have in-
serted in the RECORD a letter that was
sent to the Rules Committee signed by
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FORTUNO, Ms.
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, and Ms. BORDALLO in
support of the underlying bill.

And let me remind my colleague
from Georgia, this is not a closed rule.
If he wants a closed rule, he has the
right to amend it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I just
wanted to appreciate the gentleman for
placing items in the RECORD. I would
point out that the majority leader has
stated that the Republicans have de-
scribed this as a power grab. In fact,
the New York Times, the Chicago Trib-
une, The Washington Post, and USA
Today describe it as a power grab.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

Mr. MCGOVERN. What is the gentle-
man’s objection?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman reserved the right to object and
has now withdrawn his reservation.

Without objection, the item will be
placed in the RECORD.

There was no objection.
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
Washington, DC, January 22, 2007.
Hon. LOUISE MCINTOSH SLAUGHTER,
Chairwoman, Committee on Rules, Washington,
DcC.
Hon. DAVID DREIER,
Ranking Republican Member,
Rules, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN SLAUGHTER AND RANK-
ING MEMBER DREIER: We write to respectfully
request your support for H. Res. 78, which
has been introduced by our colleague from
Maryland and the distinguished Majority
Leader, the Hon. Steny Hoyer, to amend the
Rules of the House of Representatives to af-
ford us the opportunity to cast votes in the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union. We represent the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, American Samoa,
Guam and the U.S. Virgin Islands, and this
rules change will have symbolic importance
for us as Delegates and for our constituents.

We recognize this proposal as consistent
with the provision that was provided for this
same purpose within the Rules of the House
of Representatives for the 103rd Congress. We
further recognize this proposal to be within
the Constitutionally-tested limits. H. Res. 78
would grant us meaningful participation in
the legislative process along with our par-
ticipation in standing committees. We hope
that you will support H. Res. 78 and that you
will favorably report this amendment to the
Rules of the House of Representatives for the
House to consider. Thank you for your con-
sideration of our views.

Sincerely,

ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Member of Congress.

ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON,
Member of Congress.

Luis G. FORTUNO,
Member of Congress.

DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN,
Member of Congress.

MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO,
Member of Congress.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the Chair how much time is re-
maining on both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 112 min-
utes; the gentleman from Massachu-
setts has 3 minutes.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I will
let the gentleman proceed.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
point, I am very, very pleased to yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Resi-
dent Commissioner from Puerto Rico,
our good friend Mr. FORTUNO.

(Mr. FORTUNO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) -

Mr. FORTUNO. Mr. Speaker, as the
only Republican afforded a vote by
House Resolution 78, I rise to thank my
distinguished colleague from Mary-
land, Majority Leader HOYER, for intro-
ducing this resolution granting the five
representatives of the nonstate areas of
our Nation voting representation in
the Committee of the Whole, but, per-
haps even more importantly, for open-
ing up the discussion of the status of
the U.S. possessions and territories.
That is what is going on here today.

I also rise to urge my colleagues who
can exercise their right to vote on this
amendment to the rules to give the
representatives in the House from the
District of Columbia, Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, Guam, and Puerto

Committee on
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Rico the only meaningful representa-
tion we can provide our constituents in
the House of Representatives. However,
I do this with some reluctance since 1
share some legal concerns as well as
fervor, because this proposed represen-
tation will be so limited: A vote on
amendments to bills in the Committee
of the Whole with a revote in the event
that our votes become decisive.

What the House really needs to do for
the almost 4 million U.S. citizens that
I represent before the Senate, the exec-
utive branch, as well as this House is
to authorize a process of self-deter-
mination for Puerto Rico. Puerto Rico
has been a U.S. territory since 1898, and
we still remain disenfranchised. Puerto
Rican Americans have been citizens
since 1917, and we have served with dis-
tinction and honor in our Armed
Forces and have defended our Nation in
every battlefield around the world. Ac-
tually, as we speak, we have lost 54 of
our constituents so far in the gulf war
on terrorism.

What my constituents really deserve
is the opportunity to seek equal rep-
resentation and equal responsibilities
in the Federal system or, alternatively,
the freedom of a sovereign nation, even
though the latter option has very little
support among my constituents.

I am pleased that 110 of my col-
leagues in the last Congress agreed, in-
cluding leaders on both sides of the
aisle, such as the distinguished major-
ity leader, Mr. HOYER, to cosponsor the
Puerto Rico Democracy Act. I am also
heartened that the chairman of the
committee of jurisdiction, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL) and the ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) have indicated that legislation
for this purpose is a priority this year.

The question now, however, is wheth-
er to give all the territories and the
District of Columbia as much represen-
tation for our constituents that my
four nonstate colleagues and I can con-
stitutionally provide: A vote in the
Committee of the Whole that will not
be decisive on the amendments. To-
gether, the five of us represent 4.9 mil-
lion U.S. citizens, Americans who fight
and die for the United States every sin-
gle day. I respectfully request that
they deserve this representation, lim-
ited as it may be, until our status situ-
ation is fully addressed, as I hope it
will be fully addressed in the near fu-
ture.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
inquire of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts how many speakers he has re-
maining.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I am it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, then I
will yield myself the balance of the
time.

Mr. Speaker, this has been a very,
very sad debate. It has been a sad de-
bate because of the lack of deliberation
and the lack of the consideration.

The issue is, at best, controversial. I
listened to the remarks of my very
good friend, who, as I just told her,
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spends more time representing me now
that we have this 5-day workweek than
I do myself as a Californian because we
spend so much time in the District of
Columbia. Her remarks go right to the
point of concern that we have raised
about this process and why we are
where we are at this juncture.

As I look at the other Delegates, and
we have just heard from the Resident
Commissioner, we obviously have the
utmost respect for them, their service,
and the great representation that they
provide. And, over and above that, the
issue that everyone has mentioned
since the focal point of the State of the
Union address delivered here by the
President last night is that, as we pros-
ecute this global war on terror, it is es-
sential that we respect and revere
every single life that has been lost in
that struggle. And we know that there
are many people who have come from
the District of Columbia and from the
other territories who have paid the ul-
timate price, and we are in debt to
them for that.

But, Mr. Speaker, the thing that is
very troubling to me is that we are at
this point, without having ever given
any kind of committee hearing, with-
out any discussion or debate, and with
a process upstairs that I think my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
will acknowledge was really a great
travesty and an injustice.

I want to express my appreciation to
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, Mr.
MCGOVERN, when we were considering
this rule upstairs, did make a good-
faith effort in trying to offer a pro-
posed compromise to this rule, and un-
fortunately he was denied the chance
to do that.

0 1130

As we look at the issue before us,
many of us are troubled about the con-
stitutionality of this, and our friends
have basically just on the other side of
the aisle discussed the court decision
on this issue, Mr. Speaker, by saying
what was stated by the circuit court.
They used the word ‘‘meaningless’ to
describe this vote, and it was true, as I
said, legerdemain, legislative sleight of
hand, that they were able to at this
juncture move through those two
courts as they did with this measure.

But, Mr. Speaker, my plea to my
very good friends and colleagues in the
majority is simply let us go through
the process of deliberation. Let us go
through committee hearings. Let us
hear from those very thoughtful schol-
ars who so often testified before the
Rules Committee in the past on a wide
range of issues that we considered, and
then after we go through that delibera-
tive process, this process of democracy
which we all hold near and dear, then I
believe we could have a proposal that
we could bring to the floor, if possible,
to consider this measure.

Mr. Speaker, as I said, I am very,
very, very disappointed at the way this
whole issue has been handled, and
frankly, as my friend from Marietta
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said earlier, all of the closed rules that
we have had on these measures that
were brought before us, we were told
that when we got beyond the Six for
2006, that things were going to be much
different.

A professor at my alma mater, Clare-
mont McKenna College, wrote in the
Orange County Register yesterday that
that is like saying, I will respect you in
the morning.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen a continu-
ation of a clamp-down of deliberative
democracy, and what we are faced with
here at this moment, offer of a sub-
stitute aside, has denied the delibera-
tion that this very important issue de-
serves.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this rule, and if by
chance the rule does pass, I urge strong
opposition to the underlying resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time.

Mr. Speaker, let me restate what I
said earlier: This rule allows for con-
sideration of the only amendment of-
fered in the Rules Committee yester-
day. We also offered the minority the
opportunity for a substitute, which
they declined. If this bill is so awful,
they could have introduced a sub-
stitute to null and void it. Indeed, the
amendment that is made in order prac-
tically null and voids this entire bill.
As someone who has been around for a
few years, I do not think I have ever
heard so many complaints about a rule
that makes in order every single
amendment offered in the Rules Com-
mittee.

But, Mr. Speaker, let me say, the old
days are over. I could stand on this
floor all day and cite a list of abuses by
the former majority. Instead, let me
focus on how this Democratic majority
has chosen to operate.

For the last few weeks, we have
heard complaint after complaint that
the Republicans were not allowed to
offer amendments on our Six for ’06
agenda. Now the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and others are complaining that
we are allowing a Republican amend-
ment. I have got a case of whiplash.

Mr. Speaker, I am afraid that by al-
lowing the other side of the aisle to
offer amendments and offer a sub-
stitute, we have messed up their talk-
ing points.

Mr. KIRK from Illinois came before
the Rules Committee with a thoughtful
amendment, offered in good faith. I
happened to disagree very strongly
with the substance of his amendment,
but I support his right to offer it, de-
bate it and get an up-or-down vote in
this House. Indeed, I would urge my
colleagues to go to the Rules Com-
mittee and to read the testimony of
Mr. KIRK and also the statements by
members of the Rules Committee, Re-
publican members, who urged that this
amendment be made in order. This was
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a hearing, I would remind my col-
leagues, that happened in the light of
day, not in the middle of the night.

Let me also remind my colleague
there is no obligation for the gen-
tleman from Illinois or anybody else to
offer the amendment if they choose not
to. It is up to them. Indeed, they could
offer an amendment to strike this
amendment from the rule if they want
and have a closed rule, which they have
become accustomed to under their
leadership.

What we are allowing, Mr. Speaker,
is for the Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to the House of Rep-
resentatives to have a symbolic vote
that will not count if they are the de-
ciding margin of victory or defeat of
any amendment. We are allowing for
the possible consideration of an amend-
ment. If the sponsor Member decides to
offer the amendment to this resolution,
he can offer it, or his designee. Finally,
we are protecting that amendment
from all points of order.

Let me close, Mr. Speaker, by ad-
dressing the rank-and-file Members on
the Republican side. We believe that
you have a right to be heard. If you
come before the Rules Committee with
thoughtful amendments, we will give
you every possible consideration. We
will not be perfect. We will do some
things that you will not like, but the
distinguished chairwoman of the Rules
Committee Ms. SLAUGHTER and all of
us on this side of the aisle have made
it very clear that we will preside over
a more open, democratic process than
was the norm for the past 12 years.

The rule before us is a product of
that commitment, and indeed, it re-
sponds to the Member who came before
the Rules Committee to offer an
amendment. I think that is good form.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on the previous
question and vote ‘‘yes’ on the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of
the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays
191, not voting 14, as follows:

Evi-

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Filner
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner

[Roll No. 51]
YEAS—229

Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha

NAYS—191

Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
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Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Capito

Carter

Chabot

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
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Doolittle Knollenberg Reichert
Drake Kuhl (NY) Renzi
Duncan LaHood Reynolds
Ehlers Lamborn Rogers (AL)
Emerson Latham Rogers (KY)
English (PA) LaTourette Rogers (MI)
Fallin Lewis (CA) Ros-Lehtinen
Feeney Lewis (KY) Roskam
Ferguson Lindgr Royce
Flake LoBiondo Ryan (WI)
Forbes Lungren, Daniel Sali
Fortenberry E. Saxton
gossella ﬁack 1 Schmidt
0XX anzullo
Franks (AZ) Marchant 222:50121%1“”
Frelinghuysen McCarthy (CA) Shadegg
Gallegly McCaul (TX) Shays
Garrett (NJ) McCotter Shimkus
Gerlach McCrery Shuster
Gilchrest McHenry N
Gillmor McHugh Simpson
Gingrey McKeon Sm}th (NE)
Gohmert McMorris Sm}th NJ)
Goode Rodgers Smith (TX)
Goodlatte Mica Souder
Granger Miller (FL) Stearns
Graves Miller (MI) Sullivan
Hall (TX) Miller, Gary Tancredo
Hastert Moran (KS) Taylor
Hastings (WA) Murphy, Tim Terry
Hayes Musgrave Thornberry
Heller Myrick T?ahr't
Hensarling Neugebauer Tiberi
Herger Nunes Turner
Hobson Paul Upton
Hoekstra Pearce Walberg
Hulshof Pence Walden (OR)
Hunter Peterson (PA) Walsh (NY)
Inglis (SC) Petri Wamp
Issa Pitts Weldon (FL)
Johnson, Sam Platts Weller
Jones (NC) Poe Westmoreland
Jordan Porter Whitfield
Keller Price (GA) Wicker
King (IA) Pryce (OH) Wilson (NM)
King (NY) Putnam Wilson (SC)
Kingston Ramstad Wolf
Kirk Regula Young (AK)
Kline (MN) Rehberg Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—14
Buyer Frank (MA) Norwood
Castle Jindal Pickering
Cubin Johnson (IL) Radanovich
Everett Lowey Rohrabacher
Fattah Lucas
0O 1204
Messrs. ALEXANDER, RAMSTAD

and KELLER of Florida changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

Ms. DEGETTE and Mr. GORDON of
Tennessee changed their vote from
<6na,y77 to 44yea.7’

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
reconsider the vote on the previous
question.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. MC GOVERN

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
move to table the motion to recon-
sider.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the motion to table.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 5-
minute vote on the motion to table
will be followed by a 5-minute vote on
adoption of the resolution, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 229, noes 189,
not voting 16, as follows:

The
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Filner
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva

Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner

[Roll No. 52]

AYES—229

Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler

NOES—189

Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cantor
Capito

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Carter

Chabot

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Dayvis, Jo Ann
Dayvis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle

Drake Knollenberg Rehberg
Dreier Kuhl (NY) Reichert
Duncan LaHood Renzi
Ehlers Lamborn Reynolds
Emerson Latham Rogers (AL)
English (PA) LaTourette Rogers (KY)
Fallin Lewis (CA) Rogers (MI)
Feeney Lewis (KY) Ros-Lehtinen
Ferguson Linder Roskam
Flake LoBiondo Royce
Forbes Lungren, Daniel Ryan (WI)
Fortenberry E. Sali
Fossella Mack Saxton
Foxx Manzullo Schmidt
Frelinghuysen Marchant Sensenbrenner
Gallegly McCarthy (CA) Sessions
Garrett (NJ) McCaul (TX) Shadegg
Gerlach McCotter Shays
Gilchrest McCrery Shimkus
Gillmor McHenry Shuster
Gingrey McHugh Simpson
Gohmert McKeon Smith (NE)
Goode McMorris Smith (NJ)
Goodlatte Rodgers Smith (TX)
Granger Mica, Souder
Graves Miller (FL) Stearns
Hall (TX) Miller (MI) Sullivan
Hastert Miller, Gary Tancredo
Hastings (WA) Moran (KS) Terry
Hayes Murphy, Tim Thornberry
Heller Musgrave Tiahrt
Hensarling Myrick Tiberi
Herger Neugebauer Turner
Hobson Nunes Upton
Hoekstra Paul Walberg
Hulshof Pearce Walden (OR)
Hunter Pence Walsh (NY)
Inglis (SC) Peterson (PA) Wamp
Issa Petri Weldon (FL)
Johnson, Sam Pitts Weller
Jones (NC) Platts Westmoreland
Jordan Poe Whitfield
Keller Porter Wicker
King (IA) Price (GA) Wilson (NM)
King (NY) Pryce (OH) Wilson (SC)
Kingston Putnam Wolf
Kirk Ramstad Young (AK)
Kline (MN) Regula Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—16
Buyer Frank (MA) Norwood
Cannon Franks (AZ) Pickering
Castle Jindal Radanovich
Cubin Johnson (IL) Rohrabacher
Everett Lowey
Fattah Lucas
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So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 228, noes 188,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 53]
AYES—228

The

This

Abercrombie Bishop (GA) Carnahan
Ackerman Bishop (NY) Carney
Allen Blumenauer Carson
Altmire Boren Castor
Andrews Boswell Chandler
Arcuri Boucher Clarke
Baca Boyd (FL) Clay
Baird Boyda (KS) Cleaver
Baldwin Brady (PA) Clyburn
Barrow Braley (IA) Cohen
Bean Brown, Corrine Conyers
Becerra Butterfield Cooper
Berkley Capps Costa
Berman Capuano Costello
Berry Cardoza Courtney

Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Filner
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy

Aderholt
Akin
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Chabot

Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall

NOES—188

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake

Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Fallin
Ferguson
Flake

Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella

Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gilchrest
Gillmor

H901

Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan
Keller
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
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ngis (KY) Pet,e'rson (PA) Shuster Whereas the wrongful refusal of the Major- Pascrell Schwartz Tierney
Linder Petri Simpson ity to produce a copy of the letter under de- FPastor Scott (VA) Towns
iﬁﬁ;ﬁgﬁoDamel gi;tsts Sm?g EE?)) bate constituted a breach of the dignity and gaylne " gerzaréo ggaﬁ 21(3](134))
s mi 3 s 3 B 3 . erlmutter esta. a.
in Ti f th mmi T
E. Poe Smith (TX) thg(-l)‘gefot;}e’) ch) itt e Co ttee’s proceedings; Peterson (MN) Shea-Porter Van Hollen
Mack Porter Souder . Pomeroy Sherman Velazquez
Manzullo Price (GA) Stearns AResoZved, that the ngse of Representatives prige (NC) Shuler Visclosky
Marchant Pryce (OH) Sullivan disapproves of the actions taken by the Com- Rahall Sires Walz (MN)
McCarthy (CA) Putnam Tancredo mittee’s Majority and directs the Chair- Reyes Skelton Wasserman
ﬁcgag (TX) gamsltad Terry woman of the Committee to undertake prac- Rodriguez Slaughter Schultz
¢-otter eswa Thornberry tices to prevent future occurrences. Rothman Smith (WA) Waters
McCrery Rehberg Tiahrt Roybal-Allard Snyder Wat
McHenry Reichert Tiberi The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res- Ruppersberger  Solis W:t:on
ﬁggggﬁ gggilol i Turner olution qualifies. Rush Space Wazman
McMorris Rogers (AL) Upton MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS g;’;r;;?m gfgiﬁt Weiner
Rodgers Rogers (KY) Walberg OF FLORIDA Sanchez. Lind Stupak Welch (VT)
Mica Rogers (MI) Walden (OR) . enones Linda upa Wilson (OH)
Miller (FL) Ros-Lehtinen Walsh (NY) Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. T. Sutton Woolsey
Miller (MI) Roskam Wamp Speaker, I move to lay on the table the Szgggxémrem %ﬁggﬁel Wu
Miller, Gary Royce geﬁ“m FL) resolution of the distinguished gen- gepakowsky Thompson (CA)  Wynn
Moran (K$) Ryan (WD) e tleman. Schiff Thompson (MS) ~ Yarmuth
Murphy, Tim Sali Westmoreland
Muserave Saxton Whitfield The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Myrick Schmidt Wicker question is on the motion to table. NOES—189
Neugebauer Sensenbrenner Wilson (NM) The question was taken; and the Aderholt Frelinghuysen Neugebauer
Nunes Sessions Wilson (SC) Speaker pro tempore announced that Akin Gallegly Nunes
Paul Shadegg Wolf b b b N Alexander Garrett (NJ) Paul
Pearce Shays Young (AK) the ayes appeared to have it. Bachmann Gerlach Pearce
Pence Shimkus Young (FL) RECORDED VOTE gaf{hus g%lchrest ge?ce ®4)
ager 1limor eterson
NOT VOTING—18 Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I de- Barrett (SC) Gohmert Petri
Alexander Feeney Norwood mand a recorded vote. Bartlett (MD) Goode Pitts
Buyer Frank (M4) Ortiz A recorded vote was ordered Barton (TX) Goodlatte Platts
Castle Jindal Pickering : Biggert Granger Poe
Cubin Johnson (IL) Radanovich The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Bilbray Graves Porter
Everett Lowey Rohrabacher Chair would also add that all Members Bilirakis Hall (TX) Price (GA)
Fattah Lucas Rothman please vote during the allotted time. Bishop (UT) Hastert Pryce (OH)
. Blackburn Hastings (WA Putnam
0 1226 The vote was taken by electronic de- gyt Hayesg (WA Ramstad
. vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 189, Boehner Heller Regula
So the resolution was agreed to. t votine 22 foll . Bonner Hensarling Rehberg
not voting 22, as follows: I
The result of the vote was announced [Roll No. 54] Bono Herger Reichert
as above recorded. : Eoozg&n g‘)bi"‘; genm ”
. . . — 1, I n
A motion to reconsider was laid on AYES—223 Bﬁ;‘;y ('IYX) Hﬁfshsofa Rggefs &Y)
the table. Abercrombie Delahunt Kind Brown (SC) Hunter Rogers (MI)
ﬁlcllzirman gfgfsum g%lem (F}%) Brown-Waite, Inglis (SC) Ros-Lehtinen
——— cinic. 3
G: I Rosk
Altmire Dingell Lampson Bucll'f‘arﬁlan Jsosgnson Sam Rgzczm
PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE iggéflws ggrglizglt izﬁfg;/m Burgess Jones (NC) Ryan (WI)
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 7 Burton (IN) Jordan Sall
X £ th Vil £ th Baca Edwards Larsen (WA) Calvert Keller Saxton
a question of the privileges of the gaigd ) gﬁlson o Iﬁarson (T Camp (MD) King (IA) Schmidt
House, and I send to the desk a resolu- i Bt Loo. Campbell (CA)  King (NY) Sensenbrenner
tion. BZ;;(’W Enmg"a(:‘;r]lue LZ&I; @A Cannon Kingston Sessions
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Becerra Eshoo Lipinski Si§f§§ gﬁrlfe (MN) §ﬁ3‘§‘§gg
Clerk will report the resolution. Berkley Etheridge Loebsack Carter Knollenberg Shimkus
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- gg;{nan giﬁfer Iﬂggifenf Zoe Chabot Kuhl (NY) Shuster
lows: Bishop (GA) Giffords Lynch Goble LaHood Simpson
1shop 1HC V. Cole (OK) Lamborn Smith (NE)
H. RES. 93 Bishop (NY) Gillibrand Mahoney (FL) Conaway Latham Smith (NJ)
Whereas at approximately 11:30 a.m. on the gg\ir;lenauer gg?gi;ez ﬁzg’;;’y XY) Crenshaw LaTourette Smith (TX)
23rd of January, 2007 the Committee on pogwell Green, Al Marshall gulperslg iew?s (%}) Zg“der
Rules began consideration of a special order Boucher Green. Gene Matheson avis (KY) ewis (KY) carns
. PN . . D ; Davis, David Linder Sullivan
of business providing for consideration of H. Boyd (FL) Grijalva Matsui Davis. Jo Ann LoBiondo Tancredo
Res. T8; Boyda (KS) Gutierrez McCarthy (NY) Davis: Tom Lungren, Daniel ~ Taylor
Whereas the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Brady (PA) Hall (NY) McCollum (MN)  peg) (GA) E. Terry
Kirk) submitted an amendment to the Com- gizl}fz’ (é‘;‘zrine g:;fnan ﬁgggzﬁﬁt Dent Mack Thornberry
i i i i . ’ Diaz-Balart, L. M 11 Tiahrt
mittee for its gons1derat10n, . Butterfield Hastings (FL) McIntyre D;:ﬁ—legﬁt M M;?(?}lllar?t T;%e;
Whereas during a recess of the Committee, K > WL
A N Capps Herseth McNerney Doolittle McCarthy (CA) Turner
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Kirk) sub- capuano Higgins McNulty Drake McCanl (TX) Upton
mitted a letter to the Chairwoman of the Cardoza Hill Meehan Dreier McCotter Walberg
Committee on Rules requesting that his Carnahan Hinchey Meek (FL) Duncan McHenry Walden (OR)
amendment be withdrawn from further con- Carney Hinojosa Meeks (NY) Ehlers McHugh Walsh (NY)
sideration; g:‘;ig? gg?;o ﬁfelincgn Emerson McKeon Wamp
Whereas that letter was date stamped in ichau ] English (PA) McMorris Weldon (FL)
A . Clarke Holden Millender- Fallin Rodger: Weller
the customary practice of the Committee; Clay Holt McDonald . w odgers We te ond
Whereas it has been the long standing Cleaver Honda Miller (NC) eeney ica estmorelan
ti f the C it £ t furth N Ferguson Miller (FL) Whitfield
pracllce 0] e ommittee to no urther gh{lburn gooley M}llekf,l(l}eorge Flake Miller (MI) Wicker
cqnsuier amendments that have been so ohen oyer itche Forbes Miller, Gary Wilson (NM)
withdrawn; Conyers Inslee Mollohan Fortenberry Moran (KS) Wilson (SC)
Cooper Israel Moore (KS)
Whereas the gentleman from Massachu- D Srae oore Fossella Murphy, Tim Wolf
. Costa Jackson (IL) Moore (WI) o M
setts (Mr. McGovern) made a motion to re- 0XX usgrave Young (AK)
. ) . Costello Jackson-Lee Moran (VA) Franks (AZ) Myrick Young (FL)
port a special order of business providing for courtney (TX) Murphy (CT) ¥ g
consideration of the amendment by Mr. Kirk cramer Jefferson Murphy, Patrick NOT VOTIN 29
despite its withdrawal; Crowley Johnson (GA) Murtha,
Whereas when the issue of the withdrawal Cuellar Johnson, E. B. Nadler Buyer Gingrey Rangel
of the amendment was being debated by the Cummings Jones (OH) Napolitano Castle Jindal Rogers (AL)
Committee, the Ranking Republican Member gzgi: Egk; E:Igl?(?rski ggi;tl\gf) ghipdler iohnson L) Rohrabacher
attempted to obtain a copy of the letter from : ) ubin uoas Ross
L . . Davis (IL) Kaptur Obey Doyle McCrery Scott (GA)
the Majority and the Majority willfully re- payis, Lincoln Kennedy Olver Everett Norwood Wexler
fused to produce a copy of the letter after re- DeFazio Kildee Ortiz Fattah Pickering

peated requests; DeGette Kilpatrick Pallone Frank (MA) Radanovich
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